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Lori Ann Desrosiers 
Introduction 
Writing teachers play a crucial role in student writers' development, especially 
through their response. Not so long ago, response to students' written work focused on 
correcting errors. Then, the process approach to writing in L1 composition began to 
spread in the 1970's, followed by L2 composition (e.g. Zamel, 1982, 1983, 1985, in 
Ferris, 2003). This approach, with multiple drafting at its core, rerouted the focus of 
teacher feedback from error correction to content and organization, which, in turn, 
opened the investigation into teacher response. 
The debate of the merit of written teacher feedback is ongoing (Ferris, 2003). 
However, students do expect teacher feedback and teachers naturally see it as a part of 
their role as a writing teachers. The general belief is that feedback helps students to 
understand whether or not the message they wanted to convey was understood and to 
become aware of what was not understood and why, leading students to revise. How 
teachers carry out this task varies and research studies have been concerned with error 
corrections vs. substantive comments (Faigley & Witte, 1981), of teacher appropriation 
of student text, of being too directive (Straub, 1996), of removing students’ investment 
(Brannon & Knoblauch, 1982), and of being too teacherly, too arbitrary and too vague 
(Sommers, 1982; Straub, 1997, in Ferris, 2003). Ferris (2003) points out that “because 
the teacher is the teacher, any feedback is likely to influence what students do 
subsequently” and concludes that “experts disagree as to whether this influence is 
ultimately helpful or harmful (p. 14). 
To address this issue, it was thought that what was needed was more 
investigation into what and how teacher response is constructed and of the impact that 
teacher response had on student revision. Studies focusing on discovering the aims of 
teacher commentary and analytical models for describing them were developed 
(Sperling, 1994; Beason, 1993; Straub & Lunsford, 1995). A few studies examined the 
link between teacher comments and student reactions (Cohen, 1991, in Goldstein, 2005; 
Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990, in Goldstein, 2005; Ferris et al, 1997). However, given the 
time and energy that writing teachers spend commenting on students’ essays, and the 
efforts students make writing their essays through multiple drafts, research linking the 
two is crucial. 
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The current study began as a personal investigation based on feelings of 
dissatisfaction with the final essays that students turned in, wondering what was going 
wrong. This research will describe teacher response on content and organization of 
second drafts of student essays. It will then trace whether or not students made revisions 
on the 3rd draft, what they made revisions on, and what could have been the reasons 
why they did or did not revise. The fundamental questions are: 1) What comments does 
the teacher make? 2) How are the comments constructed? 3) What do students do with 
the comments? 
Study 
Participants 
Twenty-seven mostly 3rd year and some 4th year Japanese university students 
participated in this study. All twenty-seven students were majoring in the Faculty of 
International Studies at a national university. This class was an elective one-semester 
long academic writing class. For many of these students the reason for taking the class 
was to help them prepare for overseas study or graduate study. Others were planning to 
become teachers themselves and thought that this class would help them prepare for 
their future career. Average TOEIC scores of students in this faculty are just above 600. 
Data 
The data consists of 54 sets of second and third drafts of essays written by 27 
students in a one-semester Academic Writing Class. In this class, first drafts were peer 
reviewed. Students included the peer review sheets when turning in their second drafts 
and the teacher reviewed the peer review sheets and integrated peer review comments 
when appropriate. The data consists of essays of two genres: 27 classification essays 
and 27 compare/contrast essays. The essays were written consecutively over a 6-week 
period in the latter third of the semester.  
Procedure 
The teacher comments of the essays were coded according to the Ferris, 
Pezone, Tade, and Tinti (1997) model, Figure 1. Two coders (the researcher and an 
assistant) trained on 4 essays, and tested on 12 essays for inter-rater reliability. The 
inter-rater reliability was .81. 
There were four variations made on the model of analysis for the purpose of 
this study. The first and second variations were that an analysis of comments made on 
textual information or grammar and mechanics was not included, noted as N/A (not 
applicable). Commenting on textual information was not an item in this study because 
this type of comment consisted of the teacher referring back to a reading that was in the 
student text. In the present study, students did not base their writing on any readings. 
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Grammar and mechanics were not applicable because the focus of this study is on the 
comments made about the content of the writing more than error correction. The third 
and fourth variations made were to drop the item about “asking for known information” 
and “positive comments”, because there weren’t any.  
 
Figure 1 – Model of analysis for teacher comments 
Ferris, Pezone, Tade, Tinti (1997): Present Study: 
I. Aim or Intent of the Comment:  
    A. Directives 
        1. Ask for information 
            a. Unknown  
            b. Known 
            c. Rhetorical question 
        2. Make suggestion/request 
        3. Give information 
            a. “Reader response” 
            b. Textual information 
    B. Grammar/Mechanics 
    C. Positive Comments 
II. Linguistic Features of the 
Comment: 
    A. Syntactic Form: 
        1. Question 
        2. Statement/Exclamation 
        3. Imperative  
    B. Presence/Absence of Hedge(s) 
    C. Text-Specific/Generic 
I. Aim or Intent of the Comment:  
    A. Directives 
        1. Ask for information 
            a. Unknown  
            b. Dropped 
            c. Rhetorical question 
        2. Make suggestion/request 
        3. Give information 
            a. “Reader response” 
            b. N/A 
    B. N/A 
    C. Dropped 
II. Linguistic Features of the 
Comment: 
    A. Syntactic Form: 
        1. Question  
        2. Statement/Dropped 
        3. Imperative 
    B. Presence/Absence of Hedge(s) 
    C. Text-Specific/Generic 
 
In addition to investigating the teacher comments, I will describe the 
responses that students made after getting the comments. An original model, Figure 2, 
was developed for this part. The two coders developed the model, trained on 4 essays 
and tested on 12 essays for inter-rater reliability. The inter-rater reliability for this 
model was .95.    
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Figure 2: 
Model of Analysis for Student Responses: 
I. Responded 
A. As Intended 
 1. Answer Question/Added Information 
 2. Reorganized 
 3. Cut 
     B. Not As Intended 
 1. Cut 
 2. Added Something Different 
 3. Modified 
 4. Incomplete 
II. No Response 
III. Comment No Longer Relevant 
 
 
Examples of Different Comment Types According to the Model of Analysis in Figure 1 
 
I.    Aim/Intent 
A.  Directives – getting the receiver to do something or take some action 
1.  Asking for information  
a.．Unknown: 
Example: What is the dividing line between safe amount of salt (contained in the 
water) and unsafe amount of salt? (Essay # 1, Comment #1) 
 
b.    Dropped 
 
c.  Rhetorical: (trying to get the student writer to consider their idea further) 
     Example : Your third sentence says, “everyone plays many kinds of sports…”  
Is it true that all people play many kinds of sports? I actually only ski and          
maybe sometimes play tennis but that is about it. (Essay #18, Comment #1)  
 
２．Suggestion/request 
Example: Can you give any examples of Doraemon’s items? (Essay # 36, 
Comment #3) 
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３．Giving information  - (how the reader/teacher understands what the student wrote) 
Example: I agree with Keiko that you needed to add the word Japanese. However, 
I think it’s in the wrong place. You say, “three types of them are closest to a 
person’s life…” Here, I think any person’s, but when I see “enka”, then I think 
Japanese person’s life. (Essay #2, Comment #1) 
 
II. Linguistic features 
A.  Syntactic form 
1.  Question 
Example: What kinds of cards are you talking about? (Essay #6, Comment #4) 
 
2.  Statement/Exclamation 
Example: I wonder if this part about antenna could logically fit in with the part 
about shape, since the antenna may have an influence on the shape of the phone. 
(Essay #44, Comment #2) 
  
3.  Imperative 
Example: Remember your essay is comparing Japan and Britain, so don’t go off 
that topic by adding “in all parts of the world.” (Essay #32, Comment #9) 
 
B.  Hedge 
Example: The part that I put a line around seems like a new idea to me, or the 
thesis statement to a different essay. (Essay #4, Comment #10) 
 
C.  Text specific 
Example 1 (Text specific): “Money is taken” from where or from whom? And 
for what reason? (Essay #3, Comment #5) 
 
Example 2 (Not text specific): Can you give concrete examples? (Essay #17, 
Comment #9) 
 
Examples of Students’ Response Types According to the Model of Analysis in Figure 2 
 
1.  Responded as intended, answer the question/added information 
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Example:  Original writing: “Memories of a Geisha” was one of the best-selling 
books and the movie was screened in many countries, which shows how many people 
who read the book or watched the picture were attracted by this story. 
Comment: You say “Memories of a Geisha” was a best selling book. Can you say 
how many books were sold? Also, was the movie a “box office hit”? Can you say 
how much money this movie has made? Facts and statistics will help the reader to 
understand just how popular these were/are. 
Student’s response: “Memories of a Geisha” is one of the best-selling books and 
more than 2 million copies were sold in the U.S. In addition, the movie was screened 
in many countries, and it has made a gross of about 1.5 millions throughout the world, 
which shows how many people were attracted by the story. (Essay #35, Comment #4) 
 
2.  Responded as intended, reorganization 
Example:  Original writing: Furthermore, I can not see the antennas of the new one. 
I don’t know where it is…My last one has antennas above the right side. 
Comment: I wonder if this part about antenna could logically fit in with the part 
about shape, since the antenna may have an influence on the shape of the phone.  
Student’s response: Moved the sentences to body paragraph 2, which talks about the 
shape of the phone. (Essay #44, Comment #2) 
 
3.  Responded as intended, rewrote 
Example:  Original Writing: First, entrance and exit are clearly separated. 
Customers are allowed to enter only from one door, and they can exit from the same 
door. 
Comment: If the entrance and exit doors are clearly separated, how can customers 
exit from the same door they entered? This is what I understand from your 2nd and 
3rd sentence. 
Student’s Response: First, entrance and exit are clearly separated. Customers are 
allowed to enter only from one door, and they must exit from the other door. (Essay 
#46, Comment #5) 
 
4.  Responded as intended, cut 
Example:  Original writing: The simplest difference is how performers look; the 
number of people. 
Comment: You say the simplest difference is how the performers look…then, you 
add the idea of numbers of people. For me, these two things are different, and I don’t 
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see anything about how they look (appearance) in the body paragraph. I only see 
ideas and explanation about number.  
Student’s response: The simplest difference is the number of people. (cut the part of 
“how performers look”) (Essay #47, Comment #1) 
 
5.  Not as intended, cut 
Example:  Original writing: When the Japanese eat something, they should hold 
their bowl and are allowed to put the bowl to their lip if it’s needed. 
Comment: Can you explain why “they should hold the bowl” in Japanese culture? 
Student’s response: The Japanese hold their bowls and are allowed to put the bowl to 
their lips if it’s needed. (cut the word “should”) (Essay #52, Comment #5) 
 
6.  Not as intended, add something different 
Example: Original writing: My father always said to me “When you mum is at home 
it is always interesting.”… But my father is a reserved person when he is at home. 
Comment: But how does your mother feel about your father’s reserved character? 
Student’s response: Add the following sentence: (…when he is home.) My mother 
knew that my father liked home be a quiet place for heart, so she didn’t complain my 
father at all. (Essay #53, Comment #4) 
 
  7.  Not as intended, modify 
Example: Original writing: For example, there is a smile which contains various 
meaning of greeting of expressing familiarity, the expression to tell a lie, the 
expression to overpower a companion, and so on. 
Comment: Does the smile do all the things? I mean does the smile tell a lie, 
overpower a companion and do all the things in “and so on”? 
Student’s response: For example, there is a smile which contains various meaning of 
greeting of expressing familiarity, contain the meaning of a lie, overpower a 
companion. (Essay #5, Comment #8) 
 
8.  Not as intended, incomplete 
Example: Original writing: To be a professional Rakugo performer, people must 
enter a certain Rakugo family and take practice with the master. 
Comment: How long would it take a person to be a Rakugo performer? 
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Student’s response: To be a professional Rakugo performer, people must enter a 
certain Rakugo family and take practice with the master. After some time, if they 
pass the test, they can be a professional. (Essay #47, Comment #10) 
 
9.  No response 
Example1: Original Writing: The continuances of these are broadcasted only on 
Internet, and there are many people who go out of their way to see them. 
Comment: Just the first commercial is on TV? Is that right? 
No change. (Essay #6, Comment #5) 
 
Example 2: Original writing: In the movie, to limit the scene, some supporting 
player’s address are moved closer to the leading characters’ house. 
Comment: Then, would you say that the changes in the scenes had to happen because 
the story has to begin, develop, and end within a short period of time as opposed to 
the comic which may or may not continue? Is that a possibility? 
No change. (Essay #29, Comment #5) 
 
10.  Comment is no longer relevant  
Example: Original writing: For example, a movie based on the real story at the main 
land of Okinawa was released when the year of fiftieth anniversary of the end of 
Word War II.  
Comment: What was the reflection on the social situation of the Okinawa movie? 
*This comment is no longer relevant to the essay because the previous sentence is 
changed. Original: Second, for the purpose of reflection on the social situation, 
movies based on facts are releases. Revised: Second, for the purpose of reflection on 
the history, movies based on facts are released. 
 
Results 
Teacher Comments 
There were a total of 434 written teacher comments on the second drafts of 
the 54 essays. The range of number of comments for each essay was from 1 to 15 with 
an average of 8 comments per essay and a standard deviation of 3.34. The average 
number of comments per essay by genre was 7.96 comments per essay for classification 
and 8.07 comments per essay for compare/contrast. Table 1 shows the frequencies and 
percentages of comments according to various factors. Table 2 shows the frequencies 
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and percentages of comments combining the factors of “Aim of comment” and 
“Linguistic Feature”.   
 
Table 1 
Description of Teacher Comment Data – Frequencies and Percentages 
Comments Totals Percentage 
By Genre   
Classification  215  49.5% 
Compare/Contrast 219  50.5% 
            
434 
           
100% 
   
 By Aim    
 Asking information - unknown  194  44.7% 
 Asking information- rhetorical  72  16.6% 
 Suggestion/request  75  17.3% 
 Giving information 93  21.4% 
            
434 
           
100%      
   
By Aim/Genre   
Classification   
        Asking information - unknown 104     24% 
        Asking information – rhetorical  36    8.3% 
        Suggestion/request 35    8.1% 
        Giving information  40    9.2% 
            
215 
 
Compare/Contrast   
        Asking information - unknown 90  20.7% 
        Asking information – rhetorical 36    8.3% 
        Suggestion/request 40    9.2% 
        Giving information  53  12.2% 
 219  
 434 100%
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Table 2 - Description of Teacher Comments (Descending Order) 
 Combination of Aim and Linguistic Features Frequency Percentage 
1 Asking information/unknown      Question form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
166 38.2% 
2 Asking information/rhetorical      Question form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
64 14.7% 
3 Giving information 
Statement form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
51 11.66 
4 Asking information/unknown      Question form 
With hedge 
Text-specific 
28 6.5% 
5 Give information 
Question form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
19 4.4% 
6 Suggestion/Request                        
Question form 
With hedge 
Text-Specific 
16 3.7% 
7 Suggestion/Request                        
Statement form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
13 3% 
8 Suggestion/Request                        
Imperative form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
10 2.3% 
9 Give information 
Statement form 
With hedge 
Text-specific 
10 2.3% 
10 Suggestion/Request                        7 1.6% 
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Imperative form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
11 Suggestion/Request                        
Statement form 
With hedge 
Text-specific 
6 1.4% 
12 Suggestion/Request                        
Question form 
With hedge 
Not Text-specific 
5 1.15% 
13 Suggestion/Request                        
Imperative form 
With hedge 
Not Text-specific 
5 1.15% 
14 Give information 
Statement form 
With hedge 
Not Text-specific 
5 1.15% 
15 Give information 
Statement form 
Without hedge 
Not Text-specific 
5 1.15% 
16 Asking information/rhetorical      Question form 
With hedge 
Text-specific 
4 .92% 
17 Asking information/rhetorical     Question form 
Without hedge 
Not Text-specific 
4 .92% 
18 Suggestion/Request                        
Statement form 
Without hedge 
Not Text-specific 
4 .92% 
19 Suggestion/Request                        
Imperative form 
With hedge 
4 .92% 
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Text-specific 
20 Suggestion/Request                        
Statement form 
With hedge 
Not Text-specific 
2 .5% 
21 Give information 
Question form 
With hedge 
Text-specific 
2 .5% 
22 Suggestion/Request                       
Question form 
Without hedge 
Text-specific 
1 .23% 
23 Suggestion/Request                       
Question form 
Without hedge 
Not Text-specific 
1 .23% 
24 Give information 
Question form 
With hedge 
Not Text-specific 
1 .23% 
25 Give information 
Question form 
Without hedge 
Not Text-specific 
1 .23% 
  434 99.9% 
 
Student Responses 
 
Tables 3 and 4 show the results of student responses. Table 3 is an overview of all 
student responses and shows that students did take the teacher’s comments into 
considerations when revising their texts. Table 4 shows a further breakdown of what 
students did with teacher comments.  
 
Table 3  
Overview of Student Responses 
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 Frequency Percentage 
Responded as Comment Intended 292 67.3% 
Did not respond as Comment Intended 44 10.1% 
No response 78    18% 
Comment no longer relevant 20   4.6% 
          
434 
         
100% 
 
Table 4 
Description of Students’ Response – Frequencies and Percentages 
  Frequency Percentage 
1 Responded as Comment Intended: Answer 
question/Added Information 
174  40% 
2 Responded as Comment Intended: Rewrote 86  20% 
3 No Response 78  18% 
4 Comment No longer relevant 20 4.6% 
5 Responded as Comment Intended: Cut 19 4.4% 
6 Responded not as Comment intended: modified 16 3.7% 
7 Responded as Comment Intended: 
Reorganization 
13  3.0% 
8 Responded not as Comment Intended: Added 
something different 
11 2.5% 
9 Responded not as Comment Intended: 
Incomplete 
9 2.0% 
10 Responded not as Comment Intended: Cut 8 1.8% 
             
434 
             
100% 
 
Discussion 
Genre 
It doesn’t seem that genre played a role in the teacher’s commenting. The 
number of comments and average number of comments/essay was almost the same for 
both genres. As well, the type of comments was also very similar. Perhaps more than 
genre, practice writing more essays over a longer period of time has more effect on 
student improvement.   
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Hedges 
Hedges are intended to soften a statement or indicate hesitation. Hedges were 
noticeably absent from the teacher’s comments, which consisted of mostly asking for 
information by a question. There was a 1:7 ratio of presence/absence of hedges by this 
type of comment. It is possible that most questions may not have needed the softening 
effect intended by hedges. In the sense that the teacher wanted the students to respond 
to these questions, they were directives. However, the directive was more “Would you 
(please) answer this question?” and would seem strange to be written before every 
information question. On the other hand, more hedges were made by the 
suggestion/request comment, which seems in line with suggestion/request discourse in 
general (Hatch, 1997). The ratio of presence/absence for suggestion/request comments 
was 1:1.  
Given that students did respond to 77% of all the comments made, the overall 
absence of hedges did not seem to negatively impact students responding behavior. 
Moreover, when considering the comment of suggestion/request, when a hedge was 
present, 89% of these were responded to, and when not present, a slightly lower 72%.   
 
Text-specificity 
Teachers’ comments that are text-specific provide information about what the 
problem area is and the concern the teacher has about that area. They also convey to 
students that the teacher is involved in the student’s essay. In this study, 391 comments, 
or 90%, were text-specific. One of the reasons for such a high number may be that all 
the teacher’s comments were made as endnotes and could have been considerably lower 
if the teacher had made notes in the margin very close to the text being commented 
upon. Nevertheless, vague, general, indirect or brief written comments placed in the 
margins or as endnotes have been noted as ineffective and frustrating for students 
(Conrad and Goldstein, 1999, Ferris, 1995b, Lam, 1991, Straub, 1997, Zamel, 1985 in 
Ferris, 2003). The high rate of text-specific comments in this study may have been a 
contributing factor to the relatively high overall response rate.   
 
No Response 
There were a total of 78 “no responses”. However, among these, 14 of the 
teacher comments were of the “give information” type, telling the student how the 
teacher understood the writing. If the student deemed that the teacher had understood 
the writing correctly, then they may have thought a change was not necessary. 
Understanding the perspective of the students, I took away 14 “no responses” from the 
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total of 78, leaving the number of “true no responses” at 64. (However, the fact that the 
teacher did comment on that select writing should have alerted the student that, 
although the teacher did understand the student’s meaning, something should have been 
attended to.)    
One possibility accounting for why students did not respond may be that 
there were simply too many comments for students to handle and caused students to 
experience “cognitive overload” that Hairston pointed out the dangers of (1986 in Ferris, 
2003). Fifteen essays had more than the average 8 comments per essay and accounted 
for 42 comments not responded to. Thirteen essays, at 8 or less comments per essay 
accounted for 22 of the “no responses”. About two-thirds of these “no responses” were 
on essays with higher than the average number of comments. What’s quite interesting, 
however, is that the ratios of comments not responded to and to those responded to for 
both the higher than 8 and 8 and lower were both 1:3. Could it be that some students 
have a kind of pre-determined effort expenditure level of 75% going into draft 3? It’s 
hard to say “yes”. Looking at the data, I found that eight students worked at this 75% 
level for both their essays, while 12 did for only one essay. And, of course 7 students 
did not follow this pattern at all.    
Comment type might have made a slight impact on “no response” behavior 
when considering the proportionality of the “no responses” to the total amount of the 
corresponding comment type. For example, the comment type, “ask 
information/unknown, question, without hedge, text- specific” was 38.2% of all the 
comments made and represented 40.6% of the comments not responded to. On the other 
hand, the rate of response to comment type “ask information/rhetorical question, 
without hedge, text-specific” was not in proportion. It appeared as 14.7% of all 
comments, but was not responded to at a rate of 25%. This finding, that students tend to 
respond less to rhetorical questions is similar to the finding in the Ferris et.al., (1997) 
study. As they noted, rhetorical questions are intended to challenge students to think 
more deeply about their writing and require more energy and thought than simply 
answering an information-seeking question.  
 
Absence of positive comments 
The teacher did not include positive comments on what writers’ were doing 
well. Positive comments, however, were not completely absent from the writing class. 
The teacher gave positive comments in the class, noting such things as improvement in 
thesis statement writing, or well supported paragraphs. On the other hand, it is 
interesting to note that, although the “notes to the teacher” section in writing textbooks 
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and many articles about the “how to” of second language teaching impress on teachers 
that they should give plenty of positive feedback, there is also no evidence of the 
benefits of positive feedback. One study by Duppenthaler (2002a in Casanave, 2004) 
found that a group of students who received only encouraging remarks reported that 
they weren’t as enthusiastic about their writing journals as other students who did 
receive meaningful comments or even error correction. Perhaps a future study would be 
to explore the effect of positive feedback vs. no positive feedback.   
 
Conclusion 
The current study began as a reflective investigation to find out whether my 
commenting efforts were meaningful for students. It analyzed the link between teacher 
comments and student subsequent revision based on these comments. In short, the 
results are quite positive showing that these efforts did impact student revision a great 
deal. Still, there are valuable insights into the link between the teacher comment and 
student reaction process. The first is that students appreciate teacher commenting efforts 
within reason. In half of all the essays, students responded to 75% of the comments 
which might indicate an overload. Furthermore, the patterns of teacher comments in 
both essays according to aim and genre combined were so similar. It seems that 
comments were made on the same points and at the same rate for each essay. Thus, 
pointing out that improvement is neither quick nor dramatic. Performing this analysis 
shed light on the fact that the overall intent of comments seems to be to ask for the 
addition of details and fuller explanations in the form of questions. One explanation for 
that may be that adding more detail is one of the last focal points of the writing textbook 
used in this class and may have been at the forefront of my mind. At the same time, it 
could be that the students had mastered the other focal points of the textbook and, 
indeed, details and explanations were, in fact, missing. Developing and utilizing a 
checklist or reminder list of the points covered in the class and which the teacher desires 
the students to master may eliminate this kind of doubt.  
Writing teachers spend a great deal of time looking over student papers, 
commenting on their writing and trying to design their comments so that the writing 
will be better. It’s hard to know whether students can or do carry over what they 
experience in a writing class to their future writing assignments because most teachers 
don’t have the opportunity to follow the students beyond one or two semesters. 
However, it is still important to think about how our efforts impact the students even in 
the short term.  
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要旨 
教師のレスポンスとその後の学生のライティング校正 
デロジェー ロリアン 
 第二言語ライティングは外国語教育分野の研究者から注目されるようになっている。近
年、第二言語ライティングは、教師のフィードバック（teacher feedback）、学生の自己編集
（student self-editing）、仲間との評価・訂正（peer review）等、様々な研究が行われている。
しかしながら、教師コメント（teacher comments）と学生のライティング校正における重要
な関連性を指摘した研究はほとんど関心を得ていない。 
 本研究は、５７のエッセーから教師が学生に与えたフィードバックを見直し、学生がそ
のフィードバックを用いてどう訂正したのかを調査し、教師コメントと学生による校正に
ついての関連性を検証した。その結果、(1)多くのコメントがありすぎると、学生は反応す
る反面、認知的負担がある。(2)学生は修辞学的質問よりも情報検索型質問（information 
questions）に答える傾向がある。(3)学生が書いた文章を使用したコメントは学生の校正度合
いを高める。(4)間接的な表現でフィードバックを和らげることや肯定的なフィードバック
を与える必要性はない。という点がわかった。 
 
 
 
